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NOTES OF CASES. 



Husband as a Visible Means of Support. — A conviction of va- 
grancy was reversed when the Court of Appeals of Georgia reviewed 
the case of Brown v. State, 79 Southeastern Reporter, 1133. It ap- 
pears that the accused was a married woman, but it seems that her 
husband was not properly supporting her. The court held that she 
had that "visible means of support," the alleged absence of which 
was the ground of her conviction. In disposing of the case, it was 
said: "It is punishment enough for a woman to espouse a man un- 
willing to support her. * * * Certainly she is not to be classed 
as a vagrant merely because she relies upon compliance by her hus- 
band with the obligation imposed upon him by law. Married women 
are 1 often compelled to supplement the income, which the ostensible 
head of the family can earn; but they do this from stern necessity, 
and not because the law compels them to do it. * * * In the 
present state of the law, the burden of supporting the family falls 
upon the husband, in return for which the law crowns him with 
the proud, but sometimes meaningless, title of 'head of the family.' 
If he would wear the crown, he must bear the burden. Some day 
all this may be changed; but we are dealing with present-day law, 
and 'sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof.' " 



Color of Title and Effect of Washing Away of Land. — It is pro- 
vided by statute in Iowa that one may recover from the owner 
of land for expenditures made for improvements thereon, provided 
that the property at the time was being held in good faith under 
color of title. Plaintiff in the present case obtained his color of 
title by way of a deed at a tax sale. Subsequently to this, however, 
a river that flowed adjacently to the land in question cut away parts 
of the property, thereby necessarily rendering the description of 
it as previously made in the tax deed much at variance with the 
present situation. In plaintiff's action for the improvement ex- 
penditures, the defense was interposed that the color of title was 
defective because of this discrepancy in the tax deed. The. Iowa 
Supreme Court held, in effect, that the fact that the property de- 
scribed by the deed had been washed away by the river and other 
land deposited in the same place would not prevent the deed from 
being color of title. Benton v. Dumbarton Realty Company, 143 
Northwestern Reporter, 586. 



Refused to Accept His Pardon. — This case comes up upon the pre- 
sentment of the grand jury for contempt. The respondents, city 
editor and a reporter of the New York Tribune, refused to answer 
questions regarding the sources of their information which was the 
basis of certain articles in that newspaper. They contended that 
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disclosure would tend to incriminate them and they refused to an- 
swer. Later the President issued full pardons to both covering any 
possible crime, which,* upon tender, the respondents refused to ac- 
cept, and persisted thereafter in their refusal. Thereupon the grand 
jury presented them for contempt. The federal court held that the 
President has power to grant a pardon, though the person pardoned 
has never been charged or convicted of the offense; and further held 
where a witness declining to testify before the grand jury on the 
ground that his testimony might incriminate him, and the President 
issued an unconditional pardon, the witness was deprived of the right 
to claim the privilege, without reference to whether he accepted the 
pardon or not. United States v. Burdick, 211 Federal Reporter 492. 



MISCELLANY. 



Points in Professional Ethics. — From the New York County Law- 
yers Association, Committee on Professional Ethics. — Question 
No. 56. I invite the expression of the opinion of the Committee 
in respect to the following suggestion about which I have been 
recently consulted: 

A Receiver and his counsel agree to divide their fees, i. e., the 
Receiver to pay to his counsel one-half of the commissions which 
the court might allow to him, and the counsel to pay to the Receiver 
one-haif of the amount which the court awarded to him as counsel 
for the Receiver. 

Query: 1. Was this agreement void as against public policy? 
2. If not void, was it proper according to proper ethics? 

Answer No. 56. In the opinion of the Committee, the agreement 
is contrary to the proper rules of professional conduct, and it is 
probably illegal. 

Question No. 51. There are some collection agencies in town 
which are incorporated and which solicit bills for collection. It is 
their custom to turn over some of them to lawyers for suit. In 
such cases the collection agency always wishes to deal with a lawyer 
as if it were his client and wishes collections remitted to it instead 
of directly to the- creditor. In your opinion, is not that method of 
doing business improper? This question arises frequently and is 
quite troublesome because, so far as I know, there has been no ad- 
judication of the matter. 

Answer No. 51. In the opinion of the Committee, the patron of 
the collection agency is the client, but the Committee sees no im- 
propriety in the lawyer's complying with the wish of the collection 
agency in remitting, to it; assuming (as the Committee does) that 
the agency is the authorized agent of its patron to deal in his be- 
half with the lawyer. 



